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Who Are These Birth-Controllers? 


Warp CLARKE 


An address delivered before the Catholic Writer’s Guild 
in New York. 


ERE is one consistent inconsistency woven into the 

argumentative fabric of Birth-Control propagandists, 
which is exasperating to any one with a grain of logic in his 
make-up. It is their vain attempt to dismiss all question 
of morality by introducing another system of morals. To 
come to grips with them on ethical grounds is difficult, for 
the simple reason that it is always awkward to reach an 
understanding with people who do not know what they are 
talking about. It would be like telling a man who thought 
that he was God, that he would be punished for thinking 
so. The more firmly he thought he was God, the more diffi- 
cult it would be for him to conceive of punishment coming 
from a higher authority. The more thoroughly the Birth- 
Controllers are steeped in their new morality, the more 
futile is any effort to plead morality with them. 

It is another phase of this modern mental state that it 
would rather deal with effects than with causes. It is in- 
genious in learning how to put out fires, but horribly inno- 
cent of how to prevent them. It discovers new narcotics 
for relieving pain instead of searching for remedies for the 
pains. It entertains the weird notion that a pound of relief 
is better than an ounce of cure. It found expression in the 
Eighteenth Amendment and in the blind acts of legislators 
who promulgate divorce laws without having first taken the 
trouble to find out what marriage is. 

We are still old-fashioned enough to search for the causes 
of things, motivated by the quaint belief that it is always 
best to know whereof we speak. Let us, then, start at the 
starting point. Just what is this Birth-Control? As com- 
monly understood, it is the limitation of offspring by volun- 
tary interruption, the use of chemicals or the employment of . 
mechanical devices. In its theoretically perfect state it 
places no restrictions on sexual intercourse itself, but merely 
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prevents its undesired natural consequences. Birth-Control 
as thus very briefly defined, promises to take rank as the 
leading social problem of America. 

There are several classes of supporters of this movement. 
They may be summed up as the Euphemists, the Perverts, 
the Girth-Controllers, the Alarmists, the Sentimentalists, the 
Proletarian Capitalists, and last, the Unmoral Moralists— 
the real intelligences behind the movement. Each of these 
groups must be met upon its own particular ground, for that 
is the only condition upon which they choose to come to an 
issue. However, we cannot suppress the taunt that the 
Birth-Controllers are acting unfairly in refusing to discuss 
the question on strictly moral grounds. No doctor would 
debate the relative advantages of white iodine and ordinary 
iodine on esthetic rather than medical grounds. Why then 
ask the opponents of Birth-Control to adopt an analagously 
ridiculous position? To borrow one of our ubiquitous slo- 
gans, ‘“There’s a reason.” 

The first class of Birth-Controllers is made up of the 
Euphemists or Reality Dodgers. As Chesterton has said of 
a certain type of Eugenists, “short words startle them, while 
long words soothe them.” They still call the World War 
“this late unpleasantness” or “that unfortunate misunder- 
standing.” Say to them soothingly: “The only method for 
effecting the limitation of the family and scientifically mold- 
ing the future race, is the method of Birth-Control,” and 
they will nod approving heads in pleasant synchrony. Speak 
in plain language to them: “Prostitute your wife,” and they 
will gasp in open-mouthed vacuity. Yet, one is a mere 
translation of the other. Say to them: “The biological 
urge is so strong in man that when economic laws prevent 
the ordinary gratification of sexual desires, then man must 
cease to give hostages to fortune in the form of children, 
and must find new methods with which to appease this appe- 
tite,’ and they will smile seraphically. Accost them with: 

“Commit abortion, infanticide or solitary vice,’ and, with 
mock modesty, they will cover their outraged ears. We have 
scant patience for such people. Our sympathies lie with 
those who still call a spade a spade. 
’ The next group of Birth-Controllers fills its ranks from 
that sad section of humanity labeled as the Perverts or Sex- 
Idiots. This group is not placed on exhibit merely in order 
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to embarrass the other Birth-Controllers; neither is it imag- 
inary. Mr. Leslie Stephens, author of Science of Ethics, 
fully recognizes the existence of persons “capable of intense 
pleasure from purely sensual gratification, and incapable 
of really enjoying any of the pleasures which imply public 
spirit, or private affection, or vivid imagination”; and he 
confesses that with regard to such the moralist has no 
leverage whatever. The physician has leverage with them; 
so has the policeman. To all such creatures we cheerfully 
grant the tender mercies of the ultimate strait-jacket and 
the humanely inhuman padded cell. 

Another rank of skirmishing advocates is even more an- 
noying. It is made up of Girth-Controllers, or Peacocks. 
It consists of those dear females, patrician or plebian, who 
entertain the ingenuous belief that only women, and not 
“ladies,” should be asked to bear children. But, and here 
their thoughts are not quite ladylike; they believe that 
“Jadies” should be allowed all the sexual pleasure their 
womanly natures crave. We stated our willingness to meet 
the various classes of Birth-Controllers on their own particu- 
lar grounds, but here we must hesitate for we feel that pure 
vanity is not a fitting ground upon which to discuss even a 
tinselly-bauble, much less the sacred temple of the human 
body. Besides, this question is not discussed before “ladies” 
—as they understand the term: 

Ard now we approach, imidly it is true, that outmoded 
company known as the Alarmists or Malthus-Madmen. 
Their especial hobby is to wave gigantic graphs showing the 
geometrically progressive advance of humanity and the 
arithmetically progressive increment of the food supply. 
With these remarkable tables they can prove anything, even 
as you and I. But they are sincere, therefore, dangerous. 
They honestly believe what they say, which is refreshing in 
these torrid days, even when coming from calamity howlers 
and prophets who sit on mountain tops awaiting the end of 
the world. Like their leader, Malthus, they have one idea 
—just one. He beheld many poverty-stricken people and 
much vice. He hated poverty and vice. He would remedy 
all this. How? Why—less people, therefore less misery 
and vice. Too simple for words. Almost as simple as Eve’s . 
one great idea, or the childishly simple concepts behind 
bribery, abortion, graft or perjury. The reverend Malthus 
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loved the human race, but he thought it would be more lov- 
able if there were less of it. Of course, this might not be 
the idea of the Creator of everything, but then, after all... 

It was the theory of Malthus that the population always 
tended to outstrip the means of subsistence. How he knew 
this for an incontestable fact, he never convincingly told 
anyone. From this mysterious major he deduced that limi- 
tation of population was the only alternative of securing 
plenty for all. And, if there were plenty for all, no misery, 
no vice. One may not like his reasoning, but there it is. 

And now we are met by a very sad group of Birth-Con- 
trollers, aptly termed the Sentimentalists or Blubberers. 
They rend our hearts with tales of the suffering of down- 
trodden womanhood. They tell us of women who were rash 
enough to give birth to children in a horribly normal way, 
and of the untold anguish through which these poor souls 
passed. They cite instances of excruciating pain and even 
death following upon the birth of a child. They hardly 
ambition to do away with all birth but would diminish 
the number of exposures to danger. At the outset, let 
us say that the reports of these dangers are greatly exag- 
gerated. After all, woman is constructed physically and 
psychically for the reproduction of her kind. Granted, that 
childbirth is inseparable from a certain amount of anguish, 
what great achievement is not? The same women who cry 
out against the pain of birth, would be willing to sacrifice 
health and pride in order to rise a rung in an arbitrary social 
ladder. Moreover, they are like all mawkishly tender indi- 
viduals. They do not wish to fight, even for principles, if 
fighting implies danger and wounds. They wish to relieve 
pain, a laudable desire in itself, but, like drug-fiends, they 
exaggerate the trials of ordinary existence. And the fallacy 
of their wailings lies in the fact that they do not urge people 
to refrain from causing, by their own free acts, this terrify- 
ing condition, if such it be. In other words, even if birth be 
as painful as they say, they do not see that the suffering can 
be avoided by married women in the same way in which it 
is avoided by chaste unmarried women. But that to them 
. would be asking too much. 

It is this consideration which brings us to the second row 
of the Blubberers—the ones who picture the sex urge as a 
fiery monster eating into people’s vitals and causing all kinds 
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of trouble unless soothed by a little gratification. Their main 
contention is to the effect that no one who has not had sexual 
experience should dare to approach the subject of Birth- 
Control. Under such reasoning one could say that no one 
except a bank clerk should discuss the question of embezzle- 
ment. Their favorite retort to an argument against them is: 
“You can talk all you want, but wait until you are married, 
etc., etc.”; just as the argument of the first class of Senti- 
mentalists is: “Wait until you have four or five children be- 
before you argue, etc., etc.” They fail to see that these 
considerations are not valid criteria for reasonable judgment, 
but merely circumstances affecting the amount of sacrifice 
or will-power needed in particular cases. They, in other 
words, have found the primrose path exceedingly pleasant, 
so why leave it? 

To bolster up their claims they have recruited into their 
army a medical force whose purpose it is to supply a ready 
imprimatur for all contraceptive literature. It is their grate- 
ful task to display touching pictures of the cruelty of nature 
and to portray heart-rending scenes of the effect of self- 
restraint upon the human frame and nerves. This moves us 
to quote competent authorities who dispute these specious 
humanitarian arguments. And, as the modern world would 
rather cite Aimee Semple McPherson than St. Paul, and 
Einstein rather than Euclid, we shall present the remarks 
of modern authorities only. 

The question, then, for a moment, becomes one of medi- 
cine, and as medical men do not always agree, there is 
bound to be a divergence of opinion. But, take as an in- 
stance, the hypothetical case of a man suffering from some 
slight affection of the palate. He goes to the doctor. The 
doctor informs him that he needs repeated excitation of the 
sense of taste. The patient inquires, quite naturally, how to 
accomplish such an apparently pleasant effect without over- 
loading his stomach. Suppose now, that the doctor told him 
to disgorge his food repeatedly into a vomitorium, after the 
fashion of the Romans, or to undergo an operation whereby 
a tube would be led through his throat and neck, thus pro- 
viding a channel for the food after it passed the palate. 
What would be the reaction of the patient? The answer is - 
obvious. Especially if the doctor informed him that, despite 
all these unnatural acts, although the palate might be ap- 
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peased temporarily, the condition would grow worse and 
worse and that great strain would be placed upon other 
parts of the body, such as the gastric glands and the nerves 
of the stomach. 

This hypothetical analogy may seem frightfully distorted 
at first blush, but let us refer it to the practice of Birth- 
Control. Here we have a certain normal affection of the 
sexual organs which calls for gratification. How can this 
gratification be achieved without causing the birth of chil- 
dren? The answer of the Birth-Controllers is: “Remove 
the life-giving sperm in some way; insert tubes deflecting 
it, or practise some other of the ingenious tricks of the con- 
traceptionists. The similitude of the two cases is immedi- 
ately evident, yet some doctors declare that contraception is 
medically sound while others deny its soundness. Let us, for 
once, hear what these latter have to say. 

Dr. J. B. Schwab, the German authority, says: “Innu- 
merable opinions of specialists in women’s diseases indicate 
that it is not regular pregnancy that affects the woman’s 
health. Conception, pregnancy and nursing are the proper 
and natural functions of the female body. Prevention of 
conception, interruption of pregnancy and willful sterility are 
unnatural and therefore prejudicial.” 

Dr. Sutherland, The Fallacies of Birth Control in the 
Forum, June, 1927, says: “Contraception is unphysiologi- 
cal because, apart from preventing pregnancy, it inhibits 
far-reaching physiological processes which result from nor- 
mal intercourse. . . . Every known method of birth-preven- 
tion hinders or prohibits this beneficial absorption. It is 
not surprising that the majority of gynecologists have con- 
cluded, from clinical observation, that contraception, far 
from being beneficial, is positively harmful to women.” 

And Dr. F. W. Forster, Marriage and the Sex Problem, 
maintains that “the prevention of conception causes the sex 
instinct to concentrate itself, in a most unwholesome and 
dangerous manner, upon mere barren pleasure; here we have 
naked sensuality, stripped of all the nobility, sanctity and 
responsibility which attach to the normally directed sexual 
impulse, associated as it is with creation.” Innumerable 
authorities can be cited, but why multiply examples? 

Thus we see that Sentimentalists are unnecessarily over- 
come by their false anxiety about the normal woman. They 
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do not perceive that. their efforts to ease womanhood of its 
natural burdens and obligations are really increasing the dan- 
gers which surround women. For, surely, even Sentimental- 
ists will grant that moral degradation and slavery are worse 
than even the post painful of the throes of birth. 

Without a doubt, the practice of Birth-Control results 
inevitably in the degradation of women. Woman’s happiness 
depends very largely upon the general atmosphere of the 
home life. But, Birth-Control tends to drag home life down 
to the lowest levels of selfishness and to blot out the finer 
qualities of chivalry and respect. In such a sordid atmos- 
phere neither woman nor anyone else will be able to find 
genuine happiness. According to Dr. Sutherland, “Birth 
prevention cannot lead to happiness in marriage, because, 
plainly, it places the self-respect of two people at the mercy 
of an animal instinct, neither satisfied, controlled nor denied. 
Once the natural check of pregnancy can be safely ignored, 
passions may be gratified—either within or outside the mar- 
riage bond—without the responsibility or publicity of chil- 
dren. The number of childless unions dissolved in our di- 
vorce courts is an index of the unhappiness in which the pri- 
mary end of marriage is defied.” 

Hitherto, the worst charge against Sentimentalists has 
been that they sought to transform a wife into a prostitute. 
A prostitute? God knows that would be dreadful enough. 
But, a man who encourages this operation does more. He 
has gone so far as to change solitary-vice into a codperative 
act, with his wife as partner, and, in thus lowering her, af- 
fords her, by a horrible paradox, a certain kind of pleasure. 
There can be no escape from the truth of this disgusting 


‘ fact. For: take a woman, cut off her hand; she is still a 


woman, with all the beauty and glory of her sex. Cut off her 
arm; she is still, in essence, a woman. Cut off any part of 
her, and while there is still life, she remains a sacred object, 
still a woman. But, use her as the mere instrument for the 
sexual gratification of the male and at that moment she is no 
longer a woman, she is on the level of a beast! 

It is our thought that even Birth-Controllers would ob- 
ject to having wives considered as mere sexual machines, 
mere beasts of the field. But the more perfect Birth-Control - 
becomes in practice, the more like vile animals will our 
women become. Hence, let us hear no more of those re- 
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formers who would appease an appetite by ripping away, 
with sadistic delight, the halo which has lighted the head 
of woman since time began. 

And now we are met by Proletarian Dupes. They are a 
herd of poor sheep dressed unknowingly in wolves’ clothing. 
They are the rank and file of the poor who petition hopelessly 
for better Birth-Control to alleviate economic distress. 
Their placards proclaim that they are “too poor to have chil- 
dren” or that they should be allowed to “space” their off- 
spring. Some are rash enough to cry out: “We want autos 
instead of babies.” 

These Dupes are victims of the present Capitalistic sys- 
tem which is the occasion of the perverted movement we are 
considering. Wealth, and the false sociological scientists 
engaged by wealth, have tried to experiment with humanity. 
The experiment, like all of its kind, has failed. They made 
money accumulate and men decay. It is a sign of this de- 
generation that men, instead of continuing their cry for a 
living wage, give up the struggle and ask for other relief. 
The slogan coined for the poor is: “Less unhappiness with 
fewer unwanted children.” Which is a nice way of saying that 
marriage is a luxury and that the only fixed point in human 
life is the small wage. 

Thus we see the glaring fallacy of the economic argument 
for Birth-Control. As Dr. J. A. Ryan, The Church and 
Socialism, says: “The insinuation that frequent pregnancies 
are in themselves harmful to the average woman is simply 
not justified by experience. Such a result sometimes hap- 
pens in the case of poor mothers, but the true cause is mal- 
nutrition and overwork, not the mere number of pregnancies. 
Here, again, the genuine and just remedy is a living wage for — 
the father. This is the truth which blasts the sophism about 
“unwanted” children, because it rather neatly discovers the 
real parties by whom the children are not wanted. 

Now we approach that pious army of impiety with which 
we are at deadly odds, Unmoral Moralists, or Conscience 
Salvers. These worthy folk proclaim from pulpit and post 
that Birth-Control is an unmoral or indifferent act. Led by 
’ that peer of illogical savants, Dr. Havelock Ellis, they de- 
clare: ‘““We have seen that the act of love has an independent 
and amply justifiable right to existence apart from procre- 
ation altogether. Even if we all believed—as all men must 
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have once believed and some Central Australians yet believe 
—that sexual intercourse has no essential connection with the 
propagation of the race, it would have full right to existence.” 
A most remarkable example of gratuitous assumption! It 
presents a picture of hare-brained mental surgery by which 
procreation is entirely severed from sexual intercourse and 
made a mere accident of such unions, in direct defiance of 
the universal truth that procreation is the natural and pri- 
mary end of the marital act, no matter what may be the 
present mental state of those performing the act. It makes 
no attempt to explain why, if sexual intercourse is completely 
distinct in essence from procreation, such a measure as con- 
traception has to be adopted at all! It conveniently forgets 
that Nature has tied up the primary and secondary ends of 
Marriage, namely, the procreation of children and the mu- 
tual love of the parties. 

As we have stated before, there is a reason for this at- 
tempt on the part of the Birth-Controllers to escape ethical 
and natural considerations. Many of them have agreed with 
Comte that “the time has arrived when we may escort the 
Creator to the edge of the universe and bow Him out with 
thanks for His past services.” Stephen Leacock, with saving 
facetiousness and more sense, has declared that, as we no 
longer have any use for the Devil, we have simply denied his 
existence. But, in all history, it has not done any murderer 
the least bit of good to deny the existence of either the 
King’s Bench or of Denis, the hangman. 

Others of this new school of morality feel confident that 
society is going to wing its way, without interruption or dis- 
turbance of its rule of conduct, out of the zone of scientific 
theistic into that of pseudo-scientific morality. During this 
pleasant journey, age-old principles of reason are to be sub- 
verted to fit a new scheme of things. Self-restraint, the fly- 
wheel of the human machine, is to be considered a scientific 
limitation and is to be discarded in favor of more speed. 
Strangely enough, the direction of the speed’ seems to be 
immaterial. Their philosophy maintains that if there were 
such a thing as morality then man would have to be moral. 
This is strangely like a man saying that a miracle cannot 
take place, because, if we did, it would be a miracle. : 

Thus we see that the main purpose of these Conscience- 
Salvers is to declare that there is no such thing as Conscience. 
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They are doctors who cure headaches by denying the exist- 
ence of heads. 

The reason for this almost childish desire of Birth-Con- 
trollers to evade the ethical considerations which are woven 
into the very warp and woof of the problem is based on a 
fear of the testimony of history. This keenly sensed in- 
ability to cope with the serious charges of the past has 
forced Birth-Controllers, in flying from morals, to create, 
with paradoxical earnestness, a new synthesis of morals; 
a synthesis in which expediency is the god-head, and the 
will of the majority the only objective norm of conduct; 
a synthesis which finds expression in the desperate efforts of 
Birth-Controllers to justify certain acts which have been 
condemned throughout the ages. 

It is with this last, peculiarly modern state of mind that 
we quarrel. It is one thing to commit murder, it is another 
to justify it as an institution. It is one thing to prove that 
all men are prone to negligence, it is quite another to de- 
clare that all acts of negligence are morally indifferent. This 
policy of justification is an insidious force, a fitting off- 
spring of the violent disaffection which the moderns enter- 
tain for tradition of any kind. It is another aspect of the 
brilliant mental state which uses physical force to keep man 
from drinking beer, yet seeks to tear down the dykes of 
moral coercion which keep in check the tremendous tidal 
waves of human passion. 

The leaders of this campaign of justification betray their 
fear of the moral aspect of the question by the poorly dis- 
guised way in which they pursue many and devious routes 
in the hope that one will lead to the ultimate realization 
of their dreams. They are aware that grave theological 
obstacles in the shape of doctrines of Jewish, Protestant 
and Catholic Churches stand in their path; thus they seek 
to debate the question on medical, economic and social 
grounds. They try to forget the story of Onan in the Old 
Testament and the words of St. Paul in the New. 

Now, if anything in God’s creation is subject to the moral 
law, surely the intimate relation which exists between man 
and wife, and which is so closely allied with the continuance 
of the race itself, must be governed by that law. To deny 
this truth is to deny that there really is any law which 
governs the conduct of man, and in doing so, to fly in the 
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face of empiric knowledge which man has had since he was 
created. 

As Chesterton has so ably said: “The family may fairly 
be considered, one would think, an ultimate human institu- 
tion. Everyone would admit that it has been the main 
cell and central unit of almost all societies hitherto, except, 
indeed, such societies as that of Lacedemon, which went in 
for “efficiency” and has, therefore, perished and left not a 
trace behind.” If then the family is the central unit of all 
human society, then every possible means to preserve the 
integrity and sanctity of the family should be adopted and 
encouraged. But, Birth-Control tends to disrupt the in- 
tegrity and sanctity of the family by lowering the position 
of woman. This is an indisputable fact, based on the his- 
tory and nature of man. 

Furthermore, as Aristotle clearly proved, “Nature does 
nothing in vain.” If there is present a natural appetite, 
governed by a spiritual restraint, this appetite must be sub- 
ject to such restraint. And, if it is not subject to such re- 
straint, then nature takes its toll in the form of physical and 
mental breakdown. Again—if there is a faculty present in 
man, this faculty should not be abused, for that would con- 
stitute an unnatural act. 

But Birth-Controllers maintain that, as the marital act is 
performed as it has always been performed, there is no un- 
naturalness to the operation. This is absurd. Let them try 
to breathe and yet keep the air from going to their lungs. 

However, to argue on this point with certain people is 
almost futile. If they cannot perceive that man has a na- 
ture which is spiritual as well as animal, then no truth can 
come to them. 

This, then, is the interesting conclusion of all the argu- 
ments of Birth-Control. It is primarily a selfish act, born 
of a misconception of economic laws and sponsored by im- 
morality. It is unnatural, unclean and subversive of all 
we have ever held dear. In theory it pretends to liberate 
womankind from suffering. In practice it achieves the moral 
slavery of wives and mothers. If continued we shall soon 
be edified by the sight of tombstones such as graced the 
graveyards of immortal Rome. “Here lies a woman who. 
gave birth to a child.” Utopia will have arrived. Birth- 
Controllers will have destroyed Birth-Control. 











Ireland: the Nationless Nation Maker 
HoNoRABLE JAMES A. FARLEY, 
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An address delivered at the Thirty-seventh Annual Dinner of the 
American Irish Historical Society, New York, 
January 26, 1935. 


EITHER time nor custom shall ever alter the abiding 

truth that success is dependent upon strength of pur- 
pose and willingness to sacrifice. This is true not only of 
persons but also of nations. We, who are the citizens of 
these United States, and who therefore are these United 
States, may well look back and inquire into the reason why 
we who had no power, should find ourselves ranked with the 
powerful, and why we who sat at the feet of older nations, 
should find them now seated at our feet. The answer lies 
within the two dominant forces which flowed through our 
national life at its birth, and which have activated its blood 
stream ever since, and sent it rushing through every channel 
of development. These two forces were: first, a strong pur- 
pose, and secondly, consecrated readiness to sacrifice in 
achieving that purpose. One without the other would have 
been helpless; together they attained the goal and made us 
a nation apart from other nations—free, sovereign and in- 
dependent. 

And yet these two dynamic traits never exist apart from 
individuals. We grew into nationhood because within our 
borders there were hearts on fire with purpose and wills 
ablaze with sacrifice. These individuals belonged to no one 
race in particular. They belonged to all. I honor and re- 
spect all of the races of men which have contributed to the 
growth and glory of the United States of America, but on 
this particular occasion, because I am addressing a society 
which held its first meeting years ago in the old Revere House 
in Boston, I wish to speak of the one people whose history 
. your society studies, and to which people all America gra- 
ciously acknowledges an indebtedness, namely, the Irish. 

The point I wish to emphasize is an interesting paradox 
which may briefly be stated thus: the Irish people who 
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were most denied the right of nationality, were those who 
have most helped others to achieve nationality; they who 
were denied sovereignty were those who fought to make 
others sovereign. In other words, the Irish were like slaves 
who fought to make others free, or poor men who worked 
that others might be rich. 

If we search for the profound reason why they who were 
nationless became the nation makers, I think it must be 
found in the lofty conception they have of their ancestry. 
Has it ever struck you that other races are content to have 
their origin traced back to a monkey in a tree, but the Irish 
proudly insist on tracing their ancestry to a king on a 
throne? Other people may look down to the beast, but the 
Trish looked up to the sovereign in his castle. Other peoples 
will admit they are descended from a cave man, but you 
have yet to find an Irishman who denied he was descended 
from a king. That is why the Irish are political, and that 
is why they are politicians in every land. In their veins 
flows the proud heritage which they claim, and the zeal to 
infuse others with that heritage. Not even the denial of 
sovereignty and national rights in their own land could ex- 
tinguish the fire and flame of those ideals. If they could 
not be free in their own land, then they would go to other 
lands to make them free. Only the poor know the value of 
food and clothing; only the sick who are deprived of health, 
know the value of being whole; and only the Irish who were 
denied their freedom know the value of being free. Only the 
Nationless know the worth of a nation, and for this reason 
they by nature are politicians. For this reason, here and 
everywhere, they have always dedicated their talents to the 
establishment and protection of every nation to which they 
have given their loyalty. 

Do not blame men of Irish blood throughout our land 
for being politicians. Blame the long line of Kelleys and 
Burkes and Sheas before them whose lives were bound up 
with America. Blame the Celts whose names are found in 
the réle of the Minute Men who fought at Lexington and 
Concord, and who were found among the Colonists. 

In the political order Americans of Irish descent have 
cast their lot with one or the other of the major political 
parties. For most of the time at least during the last half 
century, the party which most of them chose, has been in the 
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minority. And what appeals to me is not so much that oc- 
casionally they win, but that it could never be said, that they 
were cast down by defeat. They were the race who had 
strength of purpose in their knowledge and plan of what 
America should be, and what she should stand for; they were 
also the race who were prepared to sacrifice to attain that 
end, for they had already eaten the bread of sacrifice and had 
drunk of the wine of Calvary. 

The fact that the Irish were among the first influences 
that our nation recognized is an undisputed one and no one 
knows it or has done more to spread the knowledge of it 
than this Society itself. There is a tradition that “the bit 
o’green” first touched American soil with the arrival of 
Brendan in the sixth century, and that the Darien Indians 
spoke a language akin to that of the primitive Irish, and 
that an eighth century people in Florida were speaking the 
Irish tongue. Nor can we fail to acknowledge that Icelandic 
sagas of great antiquity chronicled the western voyaging of 
Irish monks and that the Scandinavians knew the elusive 
island as “Ireland it Milka” or Ireland the Great. From 
the arrival of William of Galway with the great discoverer 
in 1492 through the plantation period under James the First 
and Cromwell, the influx to America from Ireland was great. 
Colonial records have listed the large numbers of Irish who 
settled and colonized the new land. 

It is not surprising, therefore, that in the two great crises 
which threatened America, the Irish were first and strongest 
in the ranks. It is not my purpose to enumerate anew the 
many facts which point to the outstanding record of the 
Irish people during our Revolutionary and Civil Wars for 
these have filled numerous books. Suffice it to mention but 
a few. Fifty per cent of the soldiers in the Revolutionary 
Army were born in Ireland; they not only swelled the ranks, 
but they lead the ranks, and no fewer than nineteen generals 
in the Continental Army were of Irish birth or blood. The 
first armed attack for American Independence on land was 
made by Major General John Sullivan, and the first armed 
attack on sea was made by Jeremiah O’Brien. No wonder 
Lord Mountjoy arose before the English Parliament to 
explain the cause of England’s defeat in these remarkable 
words: “America was lost by Irish emigrants.” 

It is rather interesting to note that the first daily news- 
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paper in America, the Pennsylvania Packet, was edited by 
John Dunlap of Philadelphia, who was born in Tyrone, Ire- 
land, in 1747. The first American writer in Political 
Economy was Matthew Carey, born in Armagh in 1761. 
The first Presbyterian Church in New England was founded 
by James MacGreggor, who was born in Ireland in 1677. 
The first Republican Methodist Church in North Carolina 
and Virginia was founded by James O’Kelley, who was born 
in 1735. The first Roman Catholic Bishop, John Carroll, 
was a cousin of an Irishman, Charles Carroll of Carrollton, 
who was one of the Catholic signers of the Declaration of 
Independence, the wealthiest of those who signed it and the 
one destined to outlive all his fellow signatories. It was this 
same Charles Carroll who laid the foundations of the Balti- 
more and Ohio Railroad when in his ninety-first year. And 
to come immediately up to date, there are sixteen ancient 
Irish names mentioned in the new Senate, and sixty-nine in 
the membership of the New House of Representatives, an 
excellent progeny of the ten Irish who signed their names to 
the Declaration of Independence. 

When we understand the deeds of those who have gone 
before us, then we shall be better able to understand our- 
selves; when we understand ourselves, wé shall better realize 
what is expected of us and better prepare ourselves for it. 
Where there is so much unkindness there is need for kindly 
people. Where there is so much selfishness there is need for 
the unselfish. Where there are men who are so often guided 
by self-interest, there is need of those who have a passion 
for principle. Where there is a disposition to give a man a 
number instead of a name, there is need of a people who 
prize their independence. Where there is injustice, there 
is need of a people who have justice bred in their bones such 
as the Irish. If you point the finger of scorn at a few cases 
of political injustice among the descendents of the Irish, 
may I ask why are you so scandalized? Why do those few 
instances of political injustice stand out so conspicuously, 
if it be not because you expected something better of them? 
The measure of your scandal is the measure of the high re- 
pute in which you hold them! The few pieces of eC 
money must not blind us to the value of money. 

There is no escape from the fact that we are what we are 
today, because Ireland loved Justice. Never in an hour of 
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danger to the Republic has she failed to rush to its defense. 
And never, in the ordinary affairs of life, taking them one 
after another, has she failed to measure up to the highest 
standards of private and communal obligations.. It is our 
duty, then, to place before the present generation the record 
of the past, and to recall the deeds and devotion of those who 
were consecrated to a strict and impartial justice. Perhaps 
we can do no better than to seek out the foundation of their 
love of justice and build upon it. It is all very well to be 
modern, but the modern has been built upon the past. And 
just as a person cannot think without going back into the 
storehouse of his memories as the basis of new thoughts, so 
neither can a nation think without going back into its na- 
tional experience for the basis of its newer achievements. 

Tradition isa memory. The waters of Greece and Rome 
wash upon the shores of modern art and law; so too the 
sacrificial blood of our ancestors bears fruit in our national 
life at this very hour. And of all the great heritages of the 
past, there is none more sacred than Justice. That virtue 
made Ireland political-minded; it sealed her with the seal 
of freedom and fired her with the passion of making others 
free. Our day must hearken back to her conception of Jus- 
tice as the foundation of Patriotism. We must love our na- 
tion, as Decatur said: “Whether right or wrong’—but we 
must labor unceasingly to make her forever right. Our na- 
tion must be right, always right, because always just. The 
greatest contribution that we of Irish blood can make to our 
country is to do our part with unfaltering zeal to keep her 
just. 

But how be just? Ireland had the secret. Her people 
built their lives on the principle that no man can serve any- 
thing lower unless he has first learned to serve something 
higher. The great achievements in art, in war, in peace, are 
all the by-products of a love of something nobler than any 
of them. Mankind has always been served best by those 
who feel the duty of serving something more august. 

All of which brings me back to my starting point! Why 
has Ireland been the nationless nation-maker? Why have 
the Irish been so devoted to their country? : The answer is: 
Because they were more devoted to God. 
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Minimum Liturgical Program 


Most REVEREND JosEPH H. ScH1LARMAN, D.D. 
Bishop of Peoria 


Sermon preached in St. Mary’s Cathedral, Peoria, Ill., on the occasion 
of the first diocesan Liturgical Day held in the 
United States, October 19, 1934. 


VERYONE of us here this morning has received the 

special commission to teach all nations. Some are dedi- 

cated to this life, others are vowed to it, and others have been 
specially commissioned. 

We teach the Mass. There are others who teach Mos- 
cow. As Father Martindale said some time ago: “Rome 
and Russia see exactly the same facts. They, and they 
alone, can resolve seriously to tackle them.” There are no 
other thought-out-systems of life but these two. So it means 
for the world either Rome or Russia. The world is groping 
for some sort of solidarity or communion, a workable 
brotherhood—a “gemeinschaft.” It will be the communism 
of the Mass, the communion of the Mass, the incorporation 
into the mystical body of Christ with all that this implies, or 
it will be the communism of Moscow, the brutal and un- 
natural monopoly of the State. 

We must, in order to be true to our vocation, be pas- 
sionately interested—not merely passively, but passionately 
interested—in bringing the people of the world to Christ. 
We must be enthusiasts as the Apostles were enthusiasts, as 
the holy men and women of the first centuries were enthusi- 
asts for the Faith. In the first centuries there was no system 
of religious instruction but the liturgy of the Church. The 
Mass was their all, and from the Mass they drew the in- 
spiration and the courage that made them confessors and 
martyrs. For the past four centuries there has been a smudg- 
ing out of this strong faith in the Mass, a sort of asphyxi- 
ation of the early Christian principles and impulses, a flatten- 
ing out to meet, unconsciously perhaps, the religious princi- 
ples of those who have lost faith in the Divinity of Christ. 
We might as well admit it, in many cases those who should. 
be the salt of the earth have lost their strength. It is time 
for us to get out of the rut! 
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We are gathered here this morning to deliberate and dis- 
cuss how we ourselves can come closer to Christ; how we as 
teachers can bring the people and the children closer to 
Christ and to the altar; how we can make them understand 
their dignity and duty as members of the mystical body of 
Christ; how we can again lead our people to take an active 
part in the official services of the Church, and how we can 
make the religious services of the Catholic Church more 
Christo-centric. 

Is there such a thing as a minimum liturgical program 
that can be carried out in even the smallest parish? I think 
there is. 

1. The altar and the Mass must again be made the 
center of our religious life. That can be done in even the 
smallest parish. Perhaps it can be done with less difficulty 
in a small parish than in a large one. 

This morning we had a Missa Recitata. While a Missa 
Recitata cannot be considered as something that should be 
practiced exclusively, there will be but few parishes where 
something like it could not be done. 

A few weeks ago the National Convention of Catholic 
Charities was held in Cincinnati. His Excellency, the Apos- 
tolic Delegate, sang the High Mass. The sermon was elo- 
quent. How much of the sermon those who heard it remem- 
ber today, I do not know. But there was one thing far more 
powerful than the most eloquent sermon, and no one present 
will ever forget it. After the Pontifical High Mass, His Ex- 
cellency, Archbishop McNicholas, ascended the pulpit and 
announced that the personal representative of the Holy Fa- 
ther, the Apostolic Delegate, would grant a Plenary In- 
dulgence in the name of the Holy Father. Then came the 
startling announcement: Archbishop McNicholas said that 
it was the special and personal request of the Delegate—he 
repeated the statement—that the whole congregation recite 
the Confiteor. At last the people had a chance to do some- 
thing, to make themselves heard, to take part in the service! 
Archbishop McNicholas led the Confiteor. The response on 
the part of the people was a tremendous outburst of pent- 
up-feeling. They wanted to do something. They had waited 

‘two hours for this opportunity. That Confiteor, led by Arch- 
bishop McNicholas, and repeated by the whole congregation, 
will never be forgotten by anyone who was present. 
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- We must do away with liturgical farces. An instance 





Ss comes to my mind, in which during a Requiem Mass some 
") children in the choir loft sang the choir parts aloud, while 
d other children in the front pews recited the rosary aloud, and 
yf the people between these groups smiled and giggled. 

e The people should also be instructed that the natural 
n thing to do at Mass is to receive Holy Communion, that Holy 
e Communion is really a part of the Mass, that they should 


receive Holy Communion during the Mass. Holy Com- 





n munion outside of the Mass is, after all, the exception. 

k I also believe that we priests should not try to say a 
Requiem Mass whenever possible; we should, as often as 

e possible, say the Mass of the Day, and thus live with the 

1e Church. It is a false idea that only a Black Mass will bene- 

y fit the soul of the departed. Think of the beautiful ferial 
Masses of Advent and Lent. 

‘a 2. We should also interest our people more in the Sacra- 

re ments, and lay less stress on the subjective attitudes of the 

re faithful. 

Baptism should always be administered with the proper 
ic solemnity, particularly the Baptism of converts. It is so 
S- easy to give the proper explanation of the ceremonies of 
o- Baptism of adult converts as you go along. , 

n- It has been my policy to decentralize Confirmations. By 
re that I mean that I have never asked any priest to bring his 
nt children from the out-mission to the parish church for Con- 
x- firmation. I believe Confirmation should be administered in 
nd even the smallest out-mission. 
‘a- Take the administration of the Last Sacraments. That 
n- is a tremendously important moment and a most sacred rite 
he for the sick person. Whenever possible, the priest should 
at wear the cassock and surplice. I recall one case that hap- 
he pened many miles away from here. The priest took care of 
ite an old man, and in doing so he wore a short coat and stole. 
1e- One of the sons remarked later on: “He might at least have 
e! put on his paraphernalia.” It is so easy to have the family 
on take an active part in the administration of Extreme Unction 
nt- and the Viaticum if we say the pfayers in the Vade Mecum 
ted ad Infirmos. Then there is the Commendatio Anime and 
ch- the last blessing with plenary indulgences in the hour of 
on, death. Unfortunately, there are those who do not give this 
blessing immediately after Extreme Unction, and the conse- 
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quence is that many die without it. Who can take this re- 
sponsibility upon his soul? 

The same may be said with regard to the sacrament of 
Matrimony. It is our duty to bring home to the people the 
sacredness of marriage and it is also our duty to see to it 
that the marriage service in the Church remains a sacred 
function without undue worldly display. Let us rigidly ad- 
here to the prayers and songs of the Church. 

3. The speakers today will show you how the sacred 
functions and the sacred actions and ceremonies of our re- 
ligion can be fitted into the religious instruction, or rather, 
how all this instruction should be based upon the Liturgy 
of the Church, 

4. With a reasonable quantum of good will and a will- 
ingness to do something you did not do before, every parish 
can at least recite the Proper of the Mass, 

5. The parish must be made a living cell of spiritual 
life—a living organism, the mystical body of Christ in 
miniature. The pastor in that parish is the channel of graces 
which flow from the altar to every member of the parish. 
The people must see in their pastor the fountain and source 
of Divine Life for that parish. 

6. This may mean a complete change of heart for some 
of our priests. What of it? So did the Catholic doctrine 
of Social Justice proclaimed by Pope Leo XIII. The world 
disregarded the teachings of Leo for more than forty years. 
Here and there you found a few Catholic economists teach- 
ing the doctrines of Leo. And then somthing happened. 
Here is what happened: along came an Episcopalian Presi- 
dent of the United States, incorporated some of the Pope’s 
teaching in his program and now everybody talks the social 
doctrine of Leo XIII,—which the Catholic Church taught 
forty years ago! Right today many Episcopalians are more 
liturgical and actually meet the instructions of Pius X on 
church music better than many Catholic churches. Are we 
going to wait another forty years till we put the doctrines 
of Pius X and Pius XI into practice? 

We are met here today to deliberate and discuss how we 
. can carry the teachings of these Popes over to the people. 
I call upon God to bless our work. 








